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Introduction 
Of all the art produced in the Dutch Golden age, still life paintings particularly appeal 
to those with an appreciation of the craft of the painter, wowing viewers as outstanding 
displays of verisimilitude. As detailed yet simple representations of apparently everyday 
objects, still life paintings have served as superb examples for advocates of the classic 
narrative that Dutch golden age painting was revolutionarily secular in nature and diverse in 
its specialisations.  
  Despite being so visually appealing and crucial to the way Dutch golden age art has 
been conceived, there has been relatively little research on this niche genre. In 2016 I wrote a 
pre-master paper examining the technique of Pieter Claesz (1598/1598-1660), today praised 
as one of the most innovative of his cohort, producing a small database of the repertoire of 
motifs used by the artist.  The following year The Mauritshuis put on the exhibition “Slow 
Food, Dutch and Flemish Meal Still Lifes 1600-1640” an exhibition featuring several works 
by Pieter Claesz and many of his fellow Haarlemer still life painters. In wake of this fantastic 
opportunity to examine and compare these paintings up close I decided to embark upon 
further research into Pieter Claesz and his rivals, thus beginning this, my master’s thesis. 
 
     0.1. Literature Review 
  Researchers of still life paintings have often attempted to discern the meaning of still 
life paintings and find culturally based reasons for why certain objects are depicted. For a 
long time the most authoritative work on still life painting in Haarlem was Vroom’s catalogue 
A Modest Message as Intimated by the Painters of the Monochrome Banketje. Vroom argued 
that still life paintings were moralistic works which emphasized the importance of modesty 
and the frivolity of excess. According to Vroom, monochromatic still life paintings appealed 
to a spirit of Calvinist sobriety. Vroom interpreted still life paintings through the prism of his 
understanding of Dutch culture.  
  Like Vroom, Julie Berger-Hochstrasser has used still life paintings to describe 
seventeenth century Dutch Culture. By relating the goods depicted in still life paintings with 
the goods consumed by their buyers, Hochstrasser presents still life paintings as early 
examples of conspicuous consumption. In Still Life and Trade, Hochstrasser describes the 
social history of the different commodities that can be found depicted in still life paintings, 
before returning to the paintings and making observations regarding how they depict those 
commodities. Hochstrasser uses still life paintings as evidence for a broad thesis on Dutch 
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seventeenth century culture as a whole. Like Vroom, Hochstrasser’s own understanding of 
early modern Dutch culture as a whole is antecedent to her observations on still life paintings. 
Thus, while her analysis of Dutch society is perhaps useful, her contribution to the field of 
still life painting is limited by the fact that the paintings she discusses have been selected to 
play their part in her broader argument. 
  Vroom and Hochstrasser both use an iconographical approach to the study of still lifes, 
implying the possibility of discovering the authentic, original meaning of a painting. This 
method is flawed by the fact that each member of a painting’s audience would have 
approached paintings differently. While some viewers may have fit Vroom’s model, seeking 
religious and moral messages in still life paintings, others may have conformed to 
Hochstrasser’s model, seeking affirmation of the material culture they participated in. In all 
attempts to assert an hierarchy of meaning to still life paintings, there is always a risk of over-
stating the social role of still life paintings and oversimplifying the complexity of seventeenth 
century Dutch society. 
  The catalogue for the important 1999 Rijksmuseum Exhibition Still Life Paintings 
from the Netherlands 1550-1720 introduced some rare new approaches to the subject. Rather 
than discussing the chronological development, pinpointing certain leading figures, the 
authors of the catalogue propose different ways of looking at still life paintings as a whole. 
Alan Chong summarizes all the categories of painting that come under the modern category 
still life and rejects simplistic iconographic investigations into the meaning of still life 
paintings. Walter Kloek meanwhile discusses the virtuosic elements of the craft of still life 
painters. His essay The Magic of Still Life encourages identification of the meaning of still life 
paintings in their particular ability to beguile the viewer, he thus offers another alternative to 
the iconographic approach. This idea is reflected in Hochstrasser’s contribution which, like 
her other work, is concerned with the real existence of the objects depicted in still life 
paintings. Hochstrasser’s essay concludes however with a rebuttal of the iconographic 
approach, stating that “it is about representation itself that these painters make their most 
eloquent, their most timeless statement”.1 Celeste Brusati, who also wrote an article for this 
catalogue, has demonstrated how painters used several devices, such as the depiction of 
themselves reflected on the surface of objects depicted, to draw attention to the high level of 
craftsmanship required to produce their paintings.2 
                                                          
1 Hochstrasser 1999, p.83.  
2 Brusati 1990, p. 171. 
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  The catalogue also includes a chapter by Guido Jansen on the appreciation of still life 
paintings by contemporary art lovers and a chapter by John Loughman which reviews the 
market for still lifes focusing mostly on the upper end of the market. Both articles are useful 
contributions, which can help art historians formulate a better understanding of the choices 
made by still life producers, than they would achieve by merely following the model of 
innovation and influence. Due to the format of the exhibitions these short essays are broad in 
scope and do not link their findings with the careers of specific artists. Unfortunately, the 
groundwork laid down by these essays have not been built upon in subsequent work on the 
genre. This is exemplified by the Slow Food catalogue, which returns again to chronological 
description of stylistic developments and key pioneers. 
  In 2005 a solo exhibition of Pieter Claesz paintings was held at the Frans Hals 
Museum in Haarlem. The catalogue that accompanied this show, put together by Pieter 
Biesboer and Martina Brunner-Bulst, contributed to biographical research on Pieter Claesz 
and also explored certain potential influencers of Pieter Claesz’ style. Conforming to modern 
criticism of Claesz, the exhibition frames the prolific painter as a leading pioneer who ought 
to be celebrated for his role in the historical development of Dutch art. Biesboer and Brunner 
Bulst both describe in detail the specific stylistic alterations to the genre made by Pieter 
Claesz. As such, the catalogue overlooks the more contextual groundwork made in the 
Rijksmuseum catalogue of 1999. Biesboer does include a small section at the end of his 
summary article on the artist, in which references to Claesz in contemporary inventories are 
examined. Unfortunately, by looking at these sources alone, Biesboer’s conclusions regarding 
Claesz’ contemporary reputation are only tentatively proposed.  
  Most recently, the catalogue accompanying the Mauritshuis Exhibition Slow Food: 
Dutch and Flemish Meal Still Lifes has contributed to this little studied field. Consisting of 
four chapters, the catalogue features two articles which summarize the producers of still lifes 
depicting prepared food in the northern Netherlands and Flanders, and the forms of still life 
that proceeded meal still lifes, such as the kitchen still lifes of Pieter Aertsen (1508-1575). 
These articles, as well as Fred G. Meijer’s contribution; an examination of the relationship 
between makers of still lifes in Antwerp and the northern Netherlands, all revolve around 
questions of influence. The authors attempt to determine which artists were the most 
innovative and who was influenced by who. The final article highlights what we know about 
the foods and objects depicted in the works on show. The research for the exhibition does not 
go much further than the comprehensive attribution and authentication work already carried 
out by Fred Meijer and Adriaan van der Willigen for their Dictionary of Dutch and Flemish 
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Still-Life Painters. As such, no new art historical perspectives are used in this catalogue that 
relies on pre-existent and dated methods of interpreting the subject matter.  
  Considering the summary nature of this catalogue for such an impressive exhibition, it 
is apparent that some new approaches to the research of Dutch Still Life painting are needed. 
In this thesis I will use a approach advanced by Eric Jan Sluijter in his recent publication 
Rembrandt’s Rivals. In this work, he demonstrates how history painters in Amsterdam strove 
to set themselves apart from their competitors and establish reputations, resulting in a diverse 
range of production. Introducing the book, Sluijter states that art should not be approached by 
the terms influence or inspiration. He argues that these terms deny the painter’s agency by 
implying that influence passively acts upon the artist. Instead Sluijter applies the concept of 
artistic competition, emphasizing that artists consciously competed to secure a good 
reputation and a good social and economic foothold in a competitive art market. Sluijter’s 
approach illuminates the variety in quality, type and price produced to match a broad audience 
of art buyers. Every artist endeavored to make a name for themselves with their own 
particular niche, each taking aim at different sections of the market.  Rather than relying on 
the mysteriously power of influence, Sluijter’s method allows art historians to ask how 
painters actively responded to the works of other artists when deciding what types of 
paintings to produce and how to build a reputation.  
 
     0.2. Economic Context 
  During the period studied, Haarlem and the cities of the northern Netherlands 
underwent dramatic growth in a broad variety of measures. Driven by migration from Spanish 
Flanders, the population of Haarlem grew from 16,000 in 1560 to almost 40,000 in 1622.3 
Among the many migrants from south to north came wealthy merchants, entrepreneurs and 
artisans who found business less sustainable as economic realities changed for the worse in 
the southern states. These artisans tended to head towards cities where a reputation for 
painters and something of an art market already existed. Particularly during the twelve years 
truce, in which the economy of the northern Netherlands flourished, the number of painters 
working in Haarlem grew spectacularly. As a result, the theatre in which Floris van Dijck 
worked, at around 1610 was vastly different to the one Heda and Claesz competed in, during 
the 20s 30s and 40s. According to the Ecartico database there were 23 painters working in 
Haarlem in 1605, by 1625 this number rose to 53 a decade later 86 painters are thought to 
                                                          
3 Lourens & Lucassen , p.61. 
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have been active in the City.4 With this enormous growth in competition, artisans had to find 
ways to broaden the range of buyers and, without going into specifics, as the market 
diversified, the range of quality available did likewise.  
 
     0.3. Research Question 
  By the 1620s Haarlem had gained fame for its production of landscapes and still lifes. 
Just like artists in Amsterdam, Haarlem’s painters had to consider how their output would 
position them in a competitive market.  As the Slow Food catalogue has shown, research on 
still life painting still relies heavily on the concept of influence. In response to these two facts, 
this thesis will apply Sluijter’s method to the still life painters of Haarlem. I will first ask, how 
are the Haarlem still life painters critically understood today and by what standards have art 
historians judged the quality of their works and the reputation of each artist. I will then ask 
how can their standing during their lifetimes be defined?  According to what criteria were 
contemporary still life painters rated and what distinguished emulators from makers of cheap 
copies? Where did Pieter Claesz stand compared to his rivals, Willem Claesz Heda (1594-
1680) and Floris van Schooten (1585/1588-1656). What was his reputation and how did he 
achieve his position? These questions lead to my final query which asks, how can artistic 
rivalry lead to a business model and how is this demonstrated in Pieter Claesz’ works? 
 
     0.4. Methodology 
  Following a summary of the current’s reputations of Haarlem’s still life painters, I will 
analyze contemporary measures of success in Haarlem still life painting. Without limiting 
myself to sources that cover still life painting in particular, I will show how contemporary 
connoisseurs determined quality and judged works. The repetition of motifs and compositions 
is ubiquitous in contemporary still life painting and it is therefore necessary to understand 
how this influenced art buyers’ assessment of new paintings. How can we distinguish 
imitation from emulation?  In this section I follow the example laid out in Rembrandt’s 
Rivals. Sluijter’s arguments rest on the idea that the group of artists he considers can 
reasonably be assumed to have been aware of, and kept an eye on, each other’s developments. 
The approach therefore limits one to a particular locale and period. In this case we will stick 
to Haarlem while Pieter Claesz lived there. A second point of departure is that the art historian 
finds a method to determine, to a certain extent, the standards of quality applied to artists 
                                                          
4 ECARTICO database 
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during their lifetimes. This must be done before the historian can then posit where an artist 
stood among their rivals and how they worked to improve their position or find their niche.  
  In the second section of the thesis I will research Pieter Claesz’ reputation compared to 
his rivals. I begin with a biography of the artist, limiting myself to information which helps 
determine his position in society, status as an artist and success as an entrepreneur. I will 
compare his biography to those of other artists, particularly Willem Heda. This will be 
followed by examinations of appearances of his name in primary sources such as city 
chronicles or in correspondences by important figures. I will finally look at the ownership of 
his paintings and the price of his paintings, using estate inventories and records of lotteries. 
  The final section of the thesis will concern Pieter Claesz’ own approach to the art 
market. What was his business model? Pieter Claesz was a very prolific artist. As a result, a 
very high number of his paintings survive. In this section I will examine his paintings 
themselves in order to determine how he positioned himself stylistically in comparison to his 
rivals and how his output demonstrates an attempt to cater to economically different sections 
of the market. Claesz’ output will be compared with that of Willem Heda and Floris van 
Schooten in order to determine what their work had in common, for example did they share 
methodological principles, and in what ways their work differed. My research for this section 
will correspond with my findings in the first two sections in a search for relationships between 
their paintings and their social position, their contemporary reputation and how this reputation 
was assessed.  
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Chapter 1: Modern Assessments of Haarlem’s Still Life painters 
       1.1. A Consensus Outline of Key Characters 
  In order to properly introduce the subject, I will quickly outline the development of 
tabletop still life paintings and its leading proponents as agreed by today’s art historians. By 
the start of the seventeenth century, Haarlem had gained a good reputation as a home for high 
quality painters. Artists such as Cornelis van Haarlem (1562-1638), Karel van Mander (1548-
1606) and Hendrick Goltzius(1558-1617) were famous well beyond the city walls, all three of 
them working with an international network. Van Mander, who arrived in Haarlem in 1583, 
was one of the many craftsmen, professionals, intellectuals and businessmen who moved from 
the southern Netherlands to the north following the Dutch Revolt and the siege of Antwerp. 
The great migration of people and wealth from the southern Netherlands to the cities of the 
United Provinces thoroughly restructured the economy of the Netherlands as a whole. One 
development that followed this transformation was a great expansion of the market for 
paintings in the northern Netherlands during the first half of the seventeenth century. The 
growth in the number of painters was concentrated in several cities including Haarlem. 
Different cities became famous for particular specializations. In Haarlem these were, and are 
today, landscape and still life paintings, particularly those of set tables or “meal still lifes” as 
they are described in the catalogue of the recent Mauritshuis exhibition.  
  The most famous exponents of Haarlem still life painting today, and whose works 
demand the loftiest prices are Floris van Dijck (1575-1651), Pieter Claesz and Willem Heda. 
The first of these three, Floris van Dijck, can be credited with introducing the set table or meal 
still life genre to Haarlem. Van Dijck’s gedekte tafels depicted a table decked with an 
arrangement of foodstuffs and decorative vessels against a blank background. The side of the 
table closest to the viewer is always depicted with objects hanging over the edge to create an 
illusion of space between the table surface and the viewer. (see fig 1) The use of this basic 
formula defines the genre and is the basis from which subsequent masters worked. It is 
distinct from Kitchen pieces, such as those by Pieter Aertsen, in which an array of foodstuffs 
and kitchen items are depicted as part of an interior. It should be noted that the term “still life” 
was not used at the time. In probate inventories in which still lifes are mentioned the subject 
of the work is typically referred to, for example flower pieces are often described as 
blompotten (flower pots) and the paintings discussed in this essay as banketjes or gedekte 
tafels (small banquets or set tables) but there is no consistent use of categories to rely on. Van 
Dijck’s paintings being somewhat similar in style to Clara Peeters and Osias Beert in 
9 
 
Antwerp, many art historians have pursued the artistic transfer between Van Dijck’s work and 
the so-called Antwerp pioneers.  Some authors assert that they must have known each other’s 
work.5  In his article for the recent Mauritshuis exhibition, Fred. G. Meijer has argued that 
while he and the Antwerp painters would have been aware of their respective works, each 
developed their own idiosyncratic style.6 Van Dijck’s panels are large and very finely painted. 
Although his earliest known work is dated at 1610, he had gained a considerable reputation 
before this date and is mentioned in Hondius’ Pictorum Effiges, published in the same year. 
Van Dijck was not especially prolific and a very sparse number of his paintings are known 
today.  
 
Fig 1. Floris van Dijck, Still Life with Cheese, c.1615 
 
  Moving from to Haarlem from Antwerp in 1621, Pieter Claesz is perhaps the most 
highly regarded of this group today and is frequently praised as the greatest innovator of still 
life painting in Haarlem. First operating in a more colourful style closer to van Dijck’s 
manner, in the late 1620s Claesz began composing his set tables with a lower viewpoint, using 
                                                          
5 Biesboer 2004, p.14.  
6 Meijer 2017, p.42.  
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more monochromatic colour schemes making use of simple compositional structures based on 
intersecting diagonals and increased overlapping of depicted objects. Appropriately, Claesz is 
recognized as the pioneer of the monochrome still life, a categorization popularized by 
Nicolaas Rudolph Alexander Vroom’s A modest message: As intimated by the painters of the 
“Monochrome banketje”. Compared to any of his contemporaries, Claesz was extremely 
prolific and a huge number of his panels still survive. Of all the still life painters mentioned he 
is the only one to which a solo exhibition has been dedicated in modern times; a fact 
undoubtedly helped by the exceptional size of his output and his current fame as an inventor. 
  The other leading painter of monochrome still lifes was Willem Heda. Understood by 
historians to have quickly followed Pieter Claesz example, Heda generally painted will more 
precision than Claesz, less often employing the looser brushwork characteristic of Claesz’ 
middle and late period works. On the whole Heda worked in larger formats than Claesz and 
produced far fewer paintings than his peer. Both frequently used the same motifs and 
compositions and it is clear that they were highly aware of each other’s work.  Although 
Claesz is considered the pioneer of the monochrome style, Heda is also regarded today as an 
inventive leader whose style was followed by numerous epigones. According to Quentin 
Bulevot’s Catalogue for the recent Mauritshuis exhibition, “Heda was Cleasz’s first and only 
serious competitor”.7  
  Behind the leading trio, Nicolaas Gillis (1592/93-1632/55), Floris van Schooten, 
Franchoys Elaut(1589-1635) and Roelof Koets(1593/93-1655) are the other Haarlem still life 
painters frequently mentioned in art historical literature on the subject. Gillis was very likely a 
follower of Van Dijck and he clearly made numerous analogous stylistic choices making his 
paintings. Gillis’ panels so closely follow van Dijck’s example that they are rarely mentioned 
apart. It has also been suggested by Marion Boers-Goosens that Gillis may have been van 
Dijck’s pupil.8 Gillisz, like van Dijck, does not seem to have produced many pieces at all.  
  After Claesz, the painter with the highest number of surviving works is Floris van 
Schooten. While Claesz is known as an innovative genius, van Schooten is understood today 
as a talented artist who was nonetheless merely a follower. From at least 1617, when his 
earliest work is dated, until his death in 1656, van Schooten painted in a broad range of styles 
and themes, each time following the example of supposedly more innovative artists. As such 
van Schooten’s work are generally less valued today than those of the acknowledged leaders. 
While he is respected as a good painter by modern art historians, van Schooten is in every 
                                                          
7 Buvelot 2017, p. 134. 
8 Goosens 2001, p. 23. 
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case considered inferior to those he follows, as Quentin Buvelot puts it in the Slow Food 
catalogue “Van Schooten seems to have kept abreast of the latest developments, which he 
adopted but seldom surpassed”.  Schooten also collaborated with Claesz on at least one work. 
Another collaborator with Claesz, Roelof Koets is known very specifically as a painter of 
grapevines. Active from at least 1627 Koets was predominantly a specialist in fruit and 
frequently collaborated with other still life painters to produce large compositions. Although 
he seems to have been a productive and accomplished artist, Koets has rarely been picked out 
for discussion by art historians.  
  Franchoys Elaut is the most enigmatic of the Haarlem still life painters. Elaut worked 
from at least 1617 until his death in 1635 working in a number of different genres. His 
premature death and the relative scarcity of surviving works mean that little has been written 
on the artist aside from a short monograph by Fred Meijer in which he is described along 
much the same terms as van Schooten, an able follower of stylistic developments. Elaut’s 
death came in the middle of the most productive period for Haarlem’s still life painters. By 
the middle of the century, the local market was rapidly declining while artists in Amsterdam, 
Leiden and The Hague started to gather fame in the genre.  
 
     1.2. A New Approach 
  The history of meal still lifes from the lowlands has been told as a series of 
innovations, it’s development contingent on certain distinctive and innovative leading artists. 
An artist’s ranking in the canon is therefore more dependent on their contribution to stylistic 
development than any other standard of quality. Wherever a leader is identified, modern art 
historians have found it necessary to demonstrate their pedigree as innovator, as if to qualify 
further discussion of their quality. The way this is discussed depends also on the publication. 
In Biesboer’s catalogue for the Pieter Claesz solo exhibition Heda is described as following 
Claesz’ innovations throughout his career.9 In Buvelot’s catalogue for the recent Mauritshuis 
exhibition in which paintings by both artists are exhibited, they are described as innovators 
side by side.10 
                                                          
9 Biesboer 2005, p. 18. 
10 Buvelot 2017, p.26. 
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Fig 3. Pieter Claesz, Still Life with Tazza, 1636 
 
Fig 2. Willem Claesz Heda, Still Life with Gilt Cup, 1635 
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The current ascendency of Pieter Claesz over Floris van Schooten owes no small debt to the 
fact that modern art historians of still life painting have prioritized originality as their most 
important positive standard and imitation as the most important negative. This framework is 
worked upon by investigations into the influence between artists. For example, in the Slow 
Food catalogue Fred Meijer asks if van Dijck owed his style to leaders in Antwerp? In her 
monograph of the artist, Pamela Hibbs Decoteau asks, how much influence did Clara Peeters 
have on Pieter Claesz innovative style?  
  Being centered around questions of influence, the predominant discourse on still life 
painting is challenged by the approach, used by Eric Jan Sluijter to discuss history painting in 
Amsterdam, which rejects terms such as influence, using instead the idea of rivalry between 
artists. Critically applying Sluijter’s method, I will now examine the measures of success and 
reputation during the lifetimes of this small group of painters. This must be done before any 
art historian can then posit where an artist stood among their rivals and how they worked to 
improve their position or find their niche.  
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Chapter 2: Contemporary Measures of Success in Haarlem Still life Painting  
  In Rembrandt’s Rivals Sluijter relies heavily on the recorded comments of art lovers 
and connoisseurs. To Sluijter, it was them who primarily determined the reputation of each 
artist and it is central to the argumentation of his work. Marion Boers has recently applied 
Sluijter’s methodology to the landscape painter Pieter Molijn’s oeuvre, reevaluating the 
critical reception of the artist’s later works based on the critical reception of still life paintings 
during his lifetime. Boers follows Sluijter in pointing out that by acquiring fame, one could 
command a higher price for your works and that in order to acquire fame your works had to 
be appreciated by important art collectors and/or members of the city elite. employed loosely, 
this rule can also be applied to still life specialists. Nonetheless, while a wealth of 
contemporary recorded opinion on Amsterdam’s history painters remains, barely any 
contemporary sources discussing early seventeenth century still life painting in Haarlem are to 
be found. How then, can the contemporary standards of quality among Haarlem still life 
makers be discerned?  
 
     2.1. Van Mander on Still life Painting 
  Long term Haarlem resident and artist Karel van Mander published his Schilder-boeck 
chronicling the lives of the Netherlandish artists of the past and present. The schilder-boeck 
helped create a canon to which painters could aspire to joining. It was addressed to students of 
painting and to the potential art lovers and connoisseurs of the Netherlands. Van Mander 
refers frequently to the supposed opinions of these art lovers as an authority throughout the 
book.11 It should be considered however, that van Mander wrote this text while working as an 
history painter himself. As such the assertions made are undoubtedly biased towards his own 
interests as an history painter and individual art buyers did not necessarily agree with such 
assertions nor pay much attention to them when choosing art to buy. Furthermore, van 
Mander’s book was written approximately a decade before the genre became important in 
Haarlem and multiple decades before Claesz was working in the city, limiting further the 
direct influence of his texts on ‘the market’ in Haarlem. Despite these qualifications, van 
Mander’s famous text is a rare example of intellectual art criticism at the beginning of the 
Dutch golden age. As such it should not be ignored as a demonstration of contemporary 
thought on painting, albeit from such a lofty and biased perspective.  
  My analysis of van Mander’s attitude toward still life painting is informed by Guido 
                                                          
11  Van Mander Schilderboek, fol. 293r 44-45 “const-beminders”  
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Jansen’s work for the 1999 Rijksmuseum exhibition. Van Mander’s theoretical approach to 
still lifes can be found in the introductory The Foundations of the noble and free art of 
painting which can be understood as a guide to the discipline. Accordingly, the central section 
is divided into opposing sections: the first four chapters concern the human form then the 
following four cover their environment: landscape, animals, clothing. According to van 
Mander, mastery as a painter of nature must be achieved before the greater challenge of figure 
painting may be climbed.12 
  In the forward van Mander advises that young painters who were less talented in 
depicting figures and histories ought to try depicting “animals, kitchens, fruit still lifes, flower 
pieces, landscapes, architecture pieces” among other subjects “of the earth”.13 Therefore, 
while a still life painter can never be considered as great as a worthy master of figures, their 
profession is admirable in its own right. In the section of the work devoted to the biographies 
of the artists, he refers to what we would now describe as still life painting as a side 
specialization of producers of generally more lofty subjects. For example he writes of how 
Cornelis Cornelisz van Haarlem(1562-1638) painted a fine vase of flowers as an apprentice 
before moving back to Haarlem, where “he resolutely progressed in art”.14 Similarly, van 
Mander describes Jacob de Gheyn’s (1565-1629) flower pot pieces, one of which was 
purchased by none other than the Holy Roman Emperor Rudolf II, as “test pieces” while, 
according to van Mander, “his greatest desire was towards figures”.15 Notably, van Mander  
does state that the painting of landscapes had ancient origins in Haarlem, thus establishing for 
Haarlem’s landscape specialists a claim to ownership of the tradition.16  
  In chapter seven of the foundations, titled “van de reflecty”, van Mander effectively 
addresses paintings of set tables directly. Among the numerous objects that reflect light, he 
lists a tabletop of objects that would become staple motifs of Haarlem’s still life painters, 
while referring to the works of Pieter Aertsen “Reflections are also seen in gold and silver 
dishes and vases, in clear translucent ice and wine filled glasses, these all with their reflection 
leave marks on the tablecloth. Of all these, painters must be aware […] how fish shine, how 
                                                          
12 Van Mander grondt, fol. 1 v strophe 4 “Nog isser soo hoogh eenen bergh te clemmen/ghy en comtter niet 
over vroegh noch late/of ghy en hebt de natuere te bate.” “and then there is a mountain to climb, so high that 
you cannot reach the peak, neither sooner nor later, until you have understood nature.” 
13 Ibidem, Fol. 6r. 9. 
14 Van Mander Schilderboek, fol.292v 5-12. 
15 ibidem, Fol. 294v 14-16. 
16 ibidem, Fol. 205v 24-25. “Uyt de monden van der oudste schilders/dat te Haerlem is van oudts onstaen/en 
begonnen de beste en eerste maniere van Landschap te maken.” 
16 
 
tin and copper each give their own reflection. For example: the scenes of Lange Pier.”17 Thus 
van Mander sets out a technical challenge that would be taken up by worthy still life painters 
and it is remarkable to what extent these particular objects would be used. 
  Van Mander’s outlook on painting put still life painting within the group of genres 
dealing with nature, on a platform below any discipline involving figures. Before an artisan 
may challenge the loftier and literary task of history painting, he must prove his mastery of 
depicting nature. According to van Mander therefore, the quality of a still life painter is not 
found in any representative meaning conveyed, but in the technical ability with which they 
depict objects as they appear in nature. According to this principle, he describes the kitchen 
scenes of Pieter Aertsen, “With all kinds of goods and victuals from life in which he caught 
the colours so naturally that things appear to be real.”18 
  The value of being able to make things appear to be real is also espoused by Philips 
Angel’s Lof der Schilder-konst” (Praise of the Art of Painting) published in Leiden in 1642. 
Based on a lecture given in 1641 to an audience of local artists. Angel’s book describes the 
skills required to be a good painter and, being addressed to a professional audience, is far 
more practically and commercially oriented than van Mander’s treatise. Angel argues, as has 
been discussed by Eric jan Sluijter in his essay on the text, that painting exceeds sculpture 
because it holds greater illusory possibilities.19 In a separate passage, he argues that the most 
important skill enabling painters to capture the eye and purchasing power of consumers and 
art lovers (lief-hebberen) was the ability to reproduce the appearance of varied surfaces in 
paint.20 While Angel goes on to discuss the genre pieces of Gerrit Dou more than any other 
subject, it is the skill which is most generously engaged with in still life painting, virtuoso 
mimicry, that he outlines as the most conducive to profit. By stating that this skill must be 
demonstrated to art lovers specifically, Angel implies that for all artists, including still life 
painters, the opinion of the connoisseurs was the most important factor determining 
reputation.21 Also working with Angel’s text, art historian Celeste Brusati has shown that 
seventeenth century still life painters such as Clara Peeters and Pieter Claesz used several 
devices, such as the depiction of themselves reflected back at the viewer, in order to draw 
further attention to the craft of imitating nature in itself.22  
                                                          
17 Van Mander Grondt, Fol.33v 52-53. 
18 Van Mander Schilderboek, fol. 243v 34-35. 
19 Angel 1642, p. 24. Discussed in Sluijter 1993, p. 21. 
20 Angel 1642, pp. 39-40. 
21 Sluijter 2005, p. 21.  
22 Brusati 1991 
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  This quick summary of how “still life” was understood in contemporary artistic 
treatises helps us better understand the products Pieter Claesz and his competitors staked their 
reputations on. According to these sources, the good still life painter must have been primarily 
concerned with projecting his ability to mimic the appearance of objects in reality. In this 
regard there is much in common between Angels’ 1640s address to his fellow professionals 
and van Mander’s work just after the turn of the century, showing that while the art market 
changed, the connoisseur’s expectations of still life painters did not fundamentally change.  
 
     2.2. The Judgement of Imitation 
  As I have pointed out, modern art historians put those artists considered to be 
innovative before those considered to merely follow. It is all too easy to assume that 
contemporary connoisseurs and art buyers thought along the same lines. To further 
problematize the issue, Haarlem’s still life painters repeatedly borrow motifs and even 
arrangements of motifs directly from each other. A particularly good example of this is seen 
in the panels by Heda and Claesz from 1635 and 1636 respectively that were displayed in the 
Slow Food exhibition. (fig 2&3) In both of these paintings the motif of a silver tazza on its 
side in front of a large roemer is used almost identically. In the catalogue entry for the Claesz, 
Milou Goverde suggests that Heda must have lent the piece of silverware to Claesz.23 While 
this is possible, the amount of repetition of motifs throughout Claesz work, as I have 
demonstrated in my pre-master’s thesis on his repertoire of motifs, shows there is little to 
suggest that Claesz ever painted from life, but rather that he rearranged a selection of motifs 
from a repertoire built upon throughout his career. 
  This raises the question of how such rampant repetition and borrowing was judged by 
contemporary art lovers and buyers. In his Foundations van Mander addresses the paradox 
between the artist as thief and the importance of following the example of one’s masters, 
stating that the thief is even more shamed than the murderer, yet to defend the thief, he can 
return what he has stolen, but the murderer can never wake the dead.24 Writing in his artistic 
treatise of 1638, Franciscus Junius (1581-1677) advocates a qualified practice of imitation. He 
advises that “our imitation is then only to be commended when it doth after a most lively 
manner set forth in every particular the true force of the work imitated.”25  This must however 
be done with subtlety, “there must seem not to be any similitude, and if any appears, our 
                                                          
23 Goverde 2017, p. 114. 
24 Van Mander Grondt, fol. 3r 22. 
25 Junius 1639, p. 35. 
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second care must be that it may seem to be done purposefully.” In the 1641 Dutch version of 
the treatise Junius specifies the nature of good imitation “the artists who surpass all others are 
those who diligently pursue the old art with a new argument, thus adroitly bestowing their 
paintings with the pleasurable enjoyment of dissimilar similarity.”26 Junius proposes to 
connoisseurs therefore that there is great value in imitation, only as long as it is carried out 
with sufficient guile and purpose.  
  Both van Mander and Junius imply that imitation is an unavoidable part of the art and 
defend its application by admirable painters. Bearing in mind Junius’ advice that when 
painters cannot avoid showing imitation, they ought to indicate that it was done purposefully, 
Pieter Claesz, and Willem Heda’s mutual borrowing of motifs can be reconsidered. Rather 
than viewing Claesz’ direct use of Heda’s motif of a fallen tazza and Roemer as evidence that 
he was losing the race for innovation as that point in their rivalry, it could instead be 
understood as a Claesz making his imitation of Heda conspicuous, encouraging connoisseurs 
to appraise his work as a work of imitation and thus to ensure viewers that such imitation is 
carried out purposefully. While this is merely a speculative interpretation, it should be 
understood that for seventeenth century art lovers the use of imitation did not merely 
necessarily imply a lowering of value but could potentially, if consciously carried out, add 
value to a work. If an artist adopted the style of another artist, it did not follow that their 
works would necessarily be of lower quality than the originator. The regard with which their 
paintings would be held would depend on how, not if, imitation had been used.  
  Compared to practitioners of other disciplines, still life specialists were particularly 
concerned with displaying the extent of their technical virtuosity. Appropriation of a rival’s 
motifs could therefore be a competitive undertaking. By choosing to depict the same object as 
a rival, a painter could potentially prove his technical superiority as an artificer of that 
particular object. According to this logic, it follows that Haarlem’s still life painters tended to 
further specialize in the depiction of particular motifs, becoming specialists in certain 
materials, surfaces, objects. For example, Roelof Koets was clearly considered a specialist of 
fruit and particularly grape vines and frequently worked with other painters. Pieter Claesz 
seems to have been fond of painting certain fish more than his rivals. According to Henry 
Duval Gregory’s analysis, over 90% of depictions of herring in known Haarlem set table still 
lifes are found in Pieter Claesz compositions.27 In marketing terms, these particular 
specializations could be termed as their trademarks. As such they are a means through which 
                                                          
26 Junius 1641, p.29. (translation Eric Jan Sluijter) 
27 Duval 2003, p.104. 
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competitors could differentiate their style and how their particular brand of mimetic virtuosity 
could be identified by consumers. In taking up popular motifs depicted by their rivals, they 
could make a claim to that painter’s reputation in depicting that particular object, surface, 
material.  
  It is easy to frame artistic appropriation as solely the result of the borrower’s inferior 
originality and talent. In this section I have proposed positive reasons for Haarlem’s still life 
painters to emulate the work of their rivals. The contemporary artistic theory of Junius and 
van Mander demonstrates that seventeenth century art connoisseurs had a nuanced 
understanding of artistic borrowing. As such, imitation of another artist’s style or motifs could 
be commended or condemned, depending on the way in which it was done and other factors 
determining the quality of the work. Haarlem’s still life painters had further commercial 
reasons to borrow from their rivals. By using motifs coined by a more prestigious rival, 
painters highlighted their technical ability by encouraging comparisons with the originator. 
By purposefully using elements from acclaimed rivals and predecessors, it was possible for 
artists to be positively celebrated for creative emulation, just as it was possible for them to be 
criticized as followers.  
  However, it must also be recognized that the reduction of painters to either trendsetters 
or emulators is another aspect of the art historical lens that fogs understanding of the position 
of artists during their lives. While it recalibrates the dichotomy of leader and follower by 
softening the difference in quality implied by such distinction, it nonetheless frames artistic 
development as flowing unilaterally from the trendsetters, as though they were miraculous 
springs of innovation. In this sense, by describing Amsterdam’s history painters in terms of 
their individual responses to the Rembrandt, Sandrart and a few other leaders, Eric Jan 
Sluijter risks falling into this trap. I propose an alternative explanation of the common artistic 
devices and motifs used by rival and contemporaneous artists. This alternative emphasizes the 
common ground and close networks these artists had, both in their positions as individuals in 
the city and in terms of the common expectations of painters of a particular genre. It therefore 
acknowledges the inevitability of transmission between closely connected artists whose 
fortunes, critically and financially, were interconnected. On the other hand, it does not imply 
that any hierarchy between artists can automatically be linked to the direction in which 
transmissions travelled. The transmitter was not necessarily superior to the receiver. 
 
     2.3. Floris Van Dijck 
  In the middle section of this essay the relative success of Pieter Claesz and his closest 
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rivals will be examined. However, before this group came to dominate gedekte tafel 
production in Haarlem, Floris van Dijck gained fame in the specialization. Although he would 
not directly compete with Claesz on the market, an analysis of his reputation is informative of 
how reputation was produced and maintained among the painters and connoisseurs of 
Haarlem.  
  In about 1603 the reputation of meal still life painting in Haarlem would gain a worthy 
and highly admired representative in Floris van Dijck. Despite producing far fewer works 
than Pieter Claesz or even Willem Heda would go on to paint, van Dijck accrued more fame 
than any other artist to specialize in the discipline. Van Dijck was frequently mentioned by 
commentators and this is attested to in Irene van Thiel Stroman’s biography of the artist. An 
engraving of his portrait is included in Hendrick Hondius’ Pictorum Effigies of 1610 with the 
following inscription,  
 This is the famous Van Dijck, who painted 
 Leaves and fragrant flowers in varied, lively colours; 
 And who has rendered laid tables from life sumptuously, without 
 Bloodiness,  
 With delicacies that enrapture the eye and the mind.28  
 Hondius mentions that van Dijck never depicts meat, something that can be considered a 
trademark of van Dijck’s work. Furthermore, the final line reflects again the emphasis on the 
ability to make depicted objects appear real to the viewer, in other words, to enrapture them. 
In this work, published before the date of the artist’s first known still life painting, van Dijck 
is mentioned alongside famous figures such as Hans Holbein or Lucas van Leiden as well as 
very prominent contemporary artists such as Karel van Mander himself. As such, the 
specialization of set table paintings was given a certain amount of prestige through van 
Dijck’s impressive fame.  
  Van Dijck is also mentioned in Theodorus Schrevelius’ Harlemais of 1648, long after 
he had likely stopped painting and in the middle of Claesz and Heda’s careers.29 As well as 
being a great example of the benefits of establishing a great reputation, the longevity of Van 
Dijck’s acclaim is somewhat beguiling considering the intervening stylistic developments and 
it conflicts with the normative history of the genres’ development. Why was this artist, as a 
still life painter, still apparently relevant to connoisseurs when his style had not had any 
                                                          
28 Hondius 1610, translated from: “Dikius hic clarus, vario vivoque coloreQui Folia et Flores pinxit odoriferous: 
Struxit et ad vivum sine sanguine Mensas, Que pascunt oculos deliciae atque animum” 
29 Schrevelius 1648, p. 390. 
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noticeable effect on the work of his peers for almost two decades? His biography offers some 
important clues. 
  Rich enough to have made a trip to Italy around 1600 and to purchase eight properties 
throughout his life, it is unlikely that van Dijck relied on the sale of paintings as a regular 
source of income. Becoming warden of the Haarlem guild of St. Luke in 1610 van Dijck 
served this role on three further occasions and was dean in 1637, well after the date of his last 
known painting. The frequency at which van Dijck appears in the notarial deeds of Haarlem’s 
brewer elite suggests that he was clearly an important figure at the top end of Haarlem 
society. No prices are known for his many works and it has been suggested that he likely 
presented a number of them as gifts to fellow members of the elite.30 Although none of such 
pieces are still known, he is reported as also producing history paintings and a painting of the 
apostles by Mr. Floris Van Dijck is listed in the inventory of Agatha Pieters Bal and Cornelis 
Claesz van Rijck, his aunt and uncle and owners of De Oliphant brewery.31 Van Dijck was 
therefore a specialist in the depiction of one aspect of nature but nonetheless aspiring to the 
higher status of figure painter. As such, he also fits into the model of specialist painter implied 
by van Mander’s Foundations. Moreover, it is evident that his specialization in still lifes was 
not a financially motivated decision.  
 
     2.4. Socio-economic advantage 
  Van Dijck’s privileged social status and personal wealth must have bolstered his 
reputation as a painter on multiple levels. First of all, his relationships with the rich and 
powerful must have given him patronage opportunities not available to less well-connected 
artists. His position in the upper class, connoisseurs of the same class may have been inclined 
to judge his work more favorably. As a rich man, van Dijck could make broader stylistic 
choices compared to those who had to rely on painting as their main source of income. 
Furthermore, he did not have the obligation to change his style or continue painting should his 
style go out of fashion. By essentially dropping out of the race, he could avoid comparison 
with the newcomers and keep his reputation untarnished and it seems as though he did just 
that at around 1620. 
  The enormous advantage van Dijck’s lofty social status and personal wealth afforded 
him casts doubt on the art historian’s ability to make astute observations on the competitive 
relationship between artists. John Michael Montias famously argued that stylistic 
                                                          
30 Meijer Willigen 2003, p.73. 
31 AVK, NAH 153, ff.279v-291. Biesboer 2001, p.102. 
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developments in Dutch painting can be well understood as product innovations designed to 
better exploit a competitive market. By recognizing the relationship between economics and 
the development of painting in the Netherlands, Montias encouraged art historians to better 
picture artists as professionals rather than abstract geniuses. However, without dismissing the 
importance of economic pressure, we ought also to recognise that the private social and 
financial state of affairs was different for each artist. As such, the economic and social 
pressures that encouraged innovation, or conservatism, were different for each. By including 
this aspect, the differing contributions of individual members of an innovative school, such as 
the producers of Haarlem’s “Monochrome banketjes” can be explained distinctly, rather than 
as though each artist was following the same economic drive. 
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Chapter 3: The Relative Reputation and commercial success of Pieter Claesz  
   
  Today, the generally acknowledged leader of Haarlem’s monochrome period in set 
table pieces is Pieter Claesz. Claesz is most famous for his simple, generally small, set table 
compositions with a very limited colour palette, which he started producing in the late 1620s. 
Continuing to produce a great volume of works until his death in 1660, Pieter Claesz must 
have enjoyed a significant level of commercial success as a painter. However, as one of many 
still life painters in an increasingly congested market, it is worth investigating just how 
successful he was in comparison to his rivals. Did his position as stylistic leader serve him as 
well as it does today? Did his enormous output correspond with a great reputation and 
financial success? In the following chapter I will discuss Pieter Claesz biography compared 
with other contemporary still life painters in Haarlem, in particular Willem Heda, who today 
rivals him in repute, and Floris van Schooten, today considered far inferior. For this I will be 
using the biographies excellently put together by Irene van Thiel Stroman in Painting in 
Haarlem 1500-1850. I will then cover other primary sources that give an indication of Claesz 
and his rivals’ contemporary reputation and financial success.  
 
     3.1 Biographies 
Pieter Claesz was born in Berchem, near Antwerp, in 1597or 1598. The identity of his parents 
is unknown. He is thought to have trained in Antwerp and according to the membership roll of 
the Antwerp guild of St Luke, a Pieter Claesz was admitted as a master in 1620, although this 
could be someone else. In his early 20s Pieter Claesz settled in Haarlem where he stayed for 
the rest of his career. Marrying twice, Claesz fathered many children including the landscape 
painter Nicholas Berchem. Throughout his life, Claesz never owned a house of his own and 
was ordered by court on at least one occasion, in 1643, to pay back rent arrears of 16 guilders 
and over 39 guilders to a grocer for food. Furthermore, upon his death Claesz had not been 
able to arrange care for the two surviving children from his second marriage and they were 
admitted into the orphanage two days after his funeral.  
  Compared to Pieter Claesz of Berchem, Willem Claesz Heda had a very fortunate 
background. A few years older than his rival, Heda was born in Haarlem in 1694. Both his 
father and his grandfather were official Haarlem city architects, successively serving between 
1581and 1600, 1600 and 1632. As a member of such a prestigious family, Heda benefitted 
from a significant inheritance. By the end of his life he owned several houses through as well 
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as various plots of land close outside the city walls, obtained through inheritance and his own 
purchase. His position was also helped by marrying the daughter of a prosperous Haarlem 
Brewer Jacob Philipsz van Rijck and he was even personally involved in the lucrative 
brewing industry on a number of occasions. In an official capacity Heda was a member of the 
guild of St Luke throughout his career and served as warden and dean on numerous separate 
occasions, neither position being held by Pieter Claesz at any point. Heda was a signatory of 
the charter of the guild charter drafted in 1631.32 Again unlike Claesz, Heda was a member of 
the St George Civic Guard and held the position of corporal between 1642 and 1645. As a 
member of an important catholic family, heavily involved in the lucrative brewing industry, 
Heda’s position was very similar to his predecessor, Floris van Dijck, a man he very likely 
knew well.   
  Famous then and now for his still lifes, Heda apparently began his career as a history 
painter. In an inscription written on Jan de Bray’s drawing of the artist, Heda is described as 
an “… artful painter of scenes and life-sized figures, yet later turned to the painting of all 
manner of still lifes…”33 In 1626 Heda finished and signed a triptych of The Crucifiction with 
Sts Francis and Clare that would hang in the Haarlem Catholic church of St Bernard.34 In a 
city amply supplied with history paintings by local masters such as Pieter de Grebber and 
from further afield by the hugely successful Abraham Bloemaert and his worshop, Heda, 
perhaps following van Mander’s advice, decided that he had better prospects for fame and 
recognition as a still life specialist.  
  Born in or shortly before 1588, Floris van Schooten was the oldest of the three artists 
compared here. First recorded in Haarlem in 1605, van Schooten’s career spanned the most 
varied period, working up until his death in 1656. The range of subjects and styles van 
Schooten tackled is very broad compared with any other still life painter. He is described by 
modern art historians as a perennial follower who imitated whoever the leading still life 
painters were at whatever moment. Like Heda and Floris van Dijck, van Schooten was the son 
of a wealthy catholic. Also, like these two, it is likely that he attempted history painting on at 
least one occasion and the inclusion of figures in many of his still life and kitchen pieces 
indicates that he was a reasonably confident figure painter.35  In his later years he was 
                                                          
32 Miedema 1980, p. 135. 
33 AVK, Atlas no. 53-13838. Thiel-Stroman 2006, p. 191.  
34 Discussed in Xander Eck 1999, pp. 78-79. 
35 The attribution of his painting of Christ and the woman of Samaria is based upon the monogram F.V.S found 
in the bottom left corner. A reproduction of the painting is available via the RKD archive, afbeeld number: 
0000039144 
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appointed warden of the guild of St Luke and also served as treasurer between 1640 and 1642. 
In terms of his position in society, it seems that van Schooten ought to be grouped with Heda 
at a level distinctly higher than Pieter Claesz. This is further supported by the differing 
families they married into. Like Heda, van Schooten married the daughter of an important 
brewer. By comparison, the identity of Claesz first wife is not known and his second marriage 
was to a young immigrant from Flanders named Trijntien Lourensdr whose family is not 
known. 
  The importance of the fact that Heda and van Schooten both help positions in the guild 
of St Luke on numerous occasions and that Claesz did not as painters is difficult to gauge with 
regards to their critical and commercial success. It is nonetheless notable that van Schooten, a 
character who today is known as a relatively unimportant imitator, and who was likely known 
as an imitator during his life, held multiple important positions as a representative of the city’s 
artists. It seems that in the eyes of these fellow painters, van Schooten’s reputation was not 
significantly harmed by his less than innovative style. 
 
  A common thread between all three of these artists, and Floris van Dijck, was their 
confession as Catholics. Alongside Utrecht and Amsterdam, Haarlem was a stronghold of the 
continued catholic presence in the United Provinces. The strength of the Catholic church in 
Haarlem, and its ability to patronize painters was backed up by the fact that the majority of 
the city’s brewing families were Roman Catholics. Despite the wealth of many Catholics, 
such as Heda and van Dijck, the fact that they were a minority group barred from public 
worship must have helped ensure that a close network must have existed between members. 
Considering that every artist involved in still life painting mentioned thus far was a member,  
it is likely that this particular network contributed to the rate of artistic transfer. Furthermore,  
 
Fig 4. Franchoys Elaut, Still Life with Ham, 1627 
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while Pieter Claesz’ social and financial position would have distanced him from his rivals,  
his confession put him on common ground, giving him a platform to exchange ideas with 
these rivals and a chance to foster relationships with potential clients from the brewing elite. 
 
     3.2. Critical Reception 
  Another measure of success is critical recognition. Although the number of sources is 
limited, certain important pieces of writing can be referred to as authoritative markers of 
reputation. In particular Samuel Ampzing’s Description and encomium to the City of 
Haarlem, published in 1628, and Theodorus Schrevelius’ Harlemias, published in 1648. Both 
were poetic histories of Haarlem, which also featured sections listing and praising the most 
famous painters around the time of their publication. Each work gives a good idea of which 
artists were held in highest esteem from the perspective of a leading intellectual.  
  Of the three artists Willem Heda is mentioned most frequently, followed by Claesz. 
Van Schooten is not mentioned at all. Both Heda and Claesz first appear in Samuel 
Ampzing’s Beschryvinge en de lof der stad Haerlem published in 1628. A line each is 
devoted to the two artists “I cannot leave Pieter Claesz unmentioned, and likewise should note 
Heda’s still lifes.”36 The mention of Heda and Claesz shows that, in this period, they were 
both considered leading artists in the city. Apart from Floris van Dijck, the only other banquet 
painter mentioned is the now obscure Franchoys Elaut. Little known today, Elaut was 
apparently well regarded enough to deserve three glowing lines of praise,  
 And what Franz Elouts does in his banquets  
  is pure and clean and more than great,  
  yes “it captures life masterfully”37  
Ampzing’s words echo Angel’s praise of true to life painting and it further suggests that must 
have been the ultimate goal for Dutch still life specialists. Based on the few works that 
remain, Elaut worked in a painterly, toned down style similar to that which Pieter Claesz is 
famous for. Considering that his earliest known painting is from 1627 (fig 4) and the fact that 
he was working independently from as early as 1616, it is unlikely this was the only style he 
was known for at the time.38 It could also be that his seniority over the younger Heda and 
Claesz contributed to Ampzing’s lengthier dedication. It is impossible to tell from the 
paintings available if Elaut was primarily an imitative artist or if he too made novel 
                                                          
36 Ampzing 1628, p. 372. 
37 Ampzing 1628, p.372. 
38 For a short monograph on Franchoys Elaut read Meijer 1995. 
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contributions and it is perhaps unfair for modern art historians to dismiss him as such. 
Whatever the case, Ampzing’s laudatory review suggests that, up until his early death in 
1635, Elaut was serious competition for Pieter Claesz. The extreme obscurity of the artist 
today therefore illuminates the difficulty of determining the contemporary importance of an 
artist based on their remaining works alone. Furthermore, there are no certifiable mentions of 
Elaut’s name in any contemporary inventories.  
  In Schrevelius’ Harlemias of 1648, only Heda and van Dijck are mentioned 
representing the genre, with Heda presented alongside van Dijck as a similarly good option 
for connoisseurs of set table paintings.39 The omission of Claesz is significant especially 
considering that in the years since Ampzing’s review, Heda and Claesz had been at the most 
prolific stages of their careers, painting very closely in style to one another. Schrevelius’ text 
demonstrates that by this stage Heda had decisively exceeded Claesz as the preeminent 
Haarlem painter of set tables.  
  Pieter Claesz does seem to have acquired at least a few commissions during his career. 
In 1641 Claesz produced a portrait depicting an expensive piece of silverware owned by the 
Haarlem Brewers guild which was possibly commissioned by the guild.40 In 1647, one year 
prior to the publication of Schrevelius’ Harlemias, Pieter Claesz is one of three Haarlemers 
mentioned in a list drawn up by Constantine Huygens (1596-1687) of recommended artists for 
the decoration of the Huis ten Bosch Oranjezaal. There are however no records confirming 
any involvement by “Pieter Claesz silver and gold”, as he is described.41 While it is 
improbable that Claesz earned a significant proportion of his income through commissions, 
his employment by the wealthy members of the brewer’s guild and Constantijn Huygen’s 
recognition of his work both indicate that at this relatively late stage in his career his name 
still held certain value.  
  In both of these examples, Claesz reputation is highlighted by the importance of his 
patrons. A particularly useful primary source still available is the numerous inventories drawn 
up during the seventeenth century. Inventories listed all the significantly valuable items in a 
property in circumstances such as the passing of an inheritance or the settling of debts. As 
such the mention of an artist by name is meaningful because it shows that the notary 
considered the name of the maker to positively effect on the value of the object. For the 
majority of paintings listed in inventories, the name of the artist is not given. Pieter Claesz is 
                                                          
39 Schrevelius 1648, p. 390. 
40 Biesboer 2004, p. 52. 
41 Van Thiel Stroman 2006, p. 125, n. 13. 
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mentioned in inventories more numerously than any of his rivals. This is not only a sign that 
his works sold well but also that his name was worth mentioning; a named piece was almost 
always estimated higher than an anonymous piece or a copy. Inventories can also tell us who 
owned a certain painter’s works, information that indicates reputation among particular 
sections of the art buying public. In the following section I will compare known owners of 
Pieter Claesz paintings to those who we know to have owned his rivals’ paintings.  
 
     3.3. Who Owned Their Paintings? 
  Overall, there is nothing in the Haarlem inventories to suggest that Claesz was 
frowned upon by the most prestigious collectors in the city. His name appears in the 
inventories of some of the richest and most powerful local families. For example, members of 
the prosperous brewing families van den Hove, van Loo, Nesten, Loreijn and Duijst van 
Voorhout all owned at least one of his paintings.42 The latter of which also owned multiple 
Floris van Dijck paintings as well as works by names such as Rubens and Goltzius. His 
apparent penetration of the brewing section of the market cannot have been hurt by the fact 
that like Claesz, the majority of brewing families in Haarlem were Catholic. Claesz also 
appears in the 1669 inventory of the textile merchant Harmanus Capoen and his wife Maria 
Geraers.43 The couple also apparently owned two works by Heda, displayed in different 
rooms. Made three years after Claesz death, this inventory demonstrates how Claesz and Heda 
competed for the same customer base. The 1658 inventory of Cornelis van Teylingen, a 
member of a formerly politically influential catholic family, lists three works by Claesz and 
one by Schooten. Distinguishing Claesz from his rival in this case, his works are all described 
as “een principael” while Schooten’s is described as a “stuckie met druijven”.44 The term 
principael signals that the item is an autograph painting also implying that it was of relatively 
high quality for the artist. It’s use therefore suggests that Claesz talents were recognized and 
that it was worth mentioning if one owned a particularly good example. The specification of 
van Schooten’s piece with grapes reflects the broad nature of his oeuvre. Perhaps it was 
important for the value of the item to note which kind of van Schooten piece it was.  
  Like Claesz, van Schooten also appears in multiple high-end collections such as that of 
Bartholomeus Veer, alderman and burgomaster of Haarlem and that acquired by the wealthy 
                                                          
42Van den Hove: GPI N-3632 30-11-1666, van Loo: GPI N-4591 2-1673, Nesten: GPI N-2477 4-9-1662, Loreijn: 
GPI N-4339 2-6-1685, Duijst van Voorhout: GPI N-3807 16-4-1650. 
43 Capoen ‘een stuckje’: GPI N-2013 19-12-1669. Biesboer 2001, pp. 218-220. 
44 Teylingen: GPI N-5256 14-3-1658. Biesboer 2001, pp. 146-148. 
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Olijcan brewing family.45 In one case, multiple paintings by the artist are owned by a single 
owner, the lawyer Joris van de Velde.46 His presence in such collections suggests that his 
customer base was not limited to the lower end of the market. 
  Heda and Claesz both appear frequently in inventories made outside of Haarlem. It 
seems both had fame that reached beyond the city walls or were at least working with a 
distributor who sold to clients further afield. Heda’s name appears in at least eleven 
inventories in Amsterdam between 1639 and 1716 while Claesz is listed in thirteen 
Amsterdam inventories between 1639 and 1670.47 In the 1640 inventory of Hans van 
Coninxlo there is even one “copy after Pieter Claesz” listed. 48 Although it is a single 
example, it hints that Claesz was being copied during his lifetime, a very good sign that he 
was a leading artist sometime before 1640. Among the Amsterdam inventories mentioned, 
Claesz and Heda again appear in the same collections.49 Both must have also had connections 
in Leiden where their names appears in multiple entries.50 Heda’s name also appears in 
Utrecht and Delft making it apparent that both artists were similarly famous outside their 
home city.51 Floris van Schooten also appears in the 1639 Amsterdam inventory of Aert 
Conincx and in the Rotterdam estate of the art dealer Maerten Adriaensz Balkeneynde 
                                                          
45 Geertruijd Olijcan ‘Een stuck me kool en wortel’: GPI N-5297 11-11-1666. 
46 Bredius 1915-22 p. 1613. 
47 Heda is listed in the following inventories: Anthoni Gaillard ‘Een bancketje’ ‘Een silvere schaal met roomer’ 
‘Romer met druyven’: GPI N-2212 21-12-1639, Anthoni Pinel ‘Een backetjen ende geschildert silverwerck’: GPI 
N-2268 23-4-1643, Frederick Schoonsteen [untitled]: GPI N-2205 10-4-1647, Joan van Waveren ‘Een stilleeven’: 
GPI N-724 18-5-1716, Magdalena de Vogel ‘Een bancquet’: GPI N-2267 11-2-1661, Govert van der Raeck ‘Een 
stilleven’: GPI N-289 1-8-1681, Maria Zeeman ‘Een Hoorn’ ‘Een silvere kan’: GPI N-42 21-12-1682, Tames van 
den Bergh ‘Een still-leeven’: GPI N-26 5-7-1683, Samuel and Keulen Barra ‘Een stil leven’: GPI N-395 12-4-1702, 
Barbara Mirou ‘Een banquetje’: GPI N-448 21-5-1703, Jacob van Ring ‘Een banckquet van Heda’: GPI N-433 24-
11-1710.  
Pieter Claesz is listed in: Anthony de Brul ‘Een stuck’ ‘Een onbeijt’: GPI N-2050 3-3-1653,  Johannes Carius van 
Bont ‘ontbyt’: NA 1710 f. 171-175  26-7-1656, Hans van Coninxlo ‘noch een copie near Pieter Claes’: NA 1056, 
fol. 1264, foll. 264-5 24-10-1640, Willem Deutgens ‘een hammetien’: NA 2162 fol. 151, foll. 169-170, 22-1-
1659, Cornelis Doeck ‘een banckettie’: NA 2731, film 2833, fol. 1623-2629 24-11-1666, Laurenz Douci ‘Een 
Vanitas’: GPI N-2309 6-2-1669, Anthoni Gaillard ‘Een roomer met limon ende carstaignen’ ‘Een Bancquetje’: 
GPI N-2212 21-12-1639, Gerrits Reijncke ‘Een Bancketje’: GPI N-2275 12-6-1647, Gabriel Ijpelaer ‘Een 
Banckettien’: GPI N-2294 1643, Jan van Naerden ‘Een backet, met een groote roemer’: GPI N-2296 11-12-1637, 
Frederick Schoonsteen [untitled]: GPI N-2205 10-4-1647, Catarina Thijs ‘Crabbebancket’: GPI N-2242 15to21-4-
1639, Jan le Thor ‘een becker end kan’ NA 422, fol. 213 25-2-1650. 
48 Hans van Coninxlo ‘noch een copie near Pieter Claes’: NA 1056, fol. 1264, foll. 264-5 24-10-1640 
49 Both are mentioned in the inventory of Frederick Schoonsteen: GPI N-2205 10-4-1647 and that of Anthoni 
Gaillard: GPI N-2212 21-12-1639. 
50 Claesz in Leiden is mentioned in: Boers 2001, p. 175. n. 143. The source referred to was not available. Heda 
(possibly Gerrit) appears in inventory of Simon Vliedthoorn, Archief Lely van Oudewater, inv. Nr. 778, 21-6-
1690, in Fock 1987, p. 632. 
51 Jacob Marell ‘een bancquetjen van Heda’: GPI N-1690 4-6-1650. 
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recorded as early as 1631.52 He is however absent from any records in Utrecht, Delft or 
Leiden. Therefore, it seems that while Heda and Claesz made far more extensive forays into 
foreign markets, they both followed the example of Floris van Schooten, their elder. 
 
     3.4. How expensive were their paintings? 
  Another measure of success is the contemporary value of their paintings. As with the 
providence of the paintings, indications of their prices can be found in contemporary 
inventories, in which values are sometimes mentioned. However, certain limitations must be 
considered when using inventories as a guide to contemporary prices. Prices in inventories do 
not describe how much the owner paid for the work, but rather how much they were thought 
to be worth by a particular notary at the date the inventory was made. As such the date at 
which the inventory was made should always be kept in mind when comparing prices. Prices 
mentioned usually include the frame, as such they show a value somewhere in excess of the 
value of the painting itself. In the overwhelming majority of cases almost no information is 
given about the painting. Important factors determining price, such as the size and quality of 
the work, are rarely mentioned.  Another problem of inventories is that they were more likely 
to be made for wealthier citizens. Analysis of inventories therefore gives a better idea of the 
collecting of particularly well-off burghers but the collecting behavior of more modest 
members of the middle class is far less likely to be recorded.53 Consequently, among artists 
who sold works to customers with a diverse range of financial means, the ownership of their 
works by those at the higher end of the market is over represented. Nonetheless, there are 
significant differences in the prices mentioned. In this section I will make use of the research 
by Marion Boers who has calculated figures for the highest, lowest and average known prices 
of many Haarlem artists based on her own inventory research for Schilders en de Markt. Eric 
Jan Sluijter and Marion Boers have argued that the valuations given in lottery lists give a 
closer indication of the direct sale price of a new painting.54 Heda, Claesz and even Franchoys 
Elout all appear in lottery lists and these will also be referenced in the following section.   
  The most remarkable observation to be made about the prices of Pieter Claesz’ works 
is the enormous range and variety of prices. His cheapest work being valued at f. 1:0 and his 
                                                          
52 Aert Coninx ‘Twe ketels’ and ‘een entvogel, cool en ketel’: GPI N-2017 1639. Maerten Balkeneynde ‘twee 
groote soorten’ ‘een cleyn bancketgen’ and ‘drye cleyne stuckgens’ Bredius 1915-20, p. 1609. 
53 The effects of this skewing of data is explained proficiently in Montias 1982, pp. 220-222. 
54 Sluijter 1996, p. 43. Boers 2017, p. 34. 
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most expensive f. 60:0.55 The range of prices at which Claesz’ works were evidently available 
reflects the variety of quality that can be recognized in his oeuvre today. Evidently capable of 
producing outstanding works that could fetch impressive prices, Claesz supplemented his 
income by also producing a steady stream of small and cheap paintings. The extent of Claesz’ 
lower end production is also likely under represented by the inherent bias in inventory 
research by which the more valuable collections are more likely to be recorded. The evidence 
of Claesz’ ability to sell somewhat corresponds with his receding reputation among 
connoisseurs demonstrated by the omission of his name in Schrevelius’ 1648 chronicle. The 
highest valuations tend to be found in earlier inventories, particularly in the 1630s.56 Despite 
this general trend certain larger works of his continued to be highly valued in the latter stage 
of his career, and one of his most highly priced painting, owned by Dirck Smuijser was 
valued four years after the publication of the Harlemias in 1652.  
  Notably, the prices of Claesz paintings drop dramatically in inventories made after his 
death in 1660. Marion Boers calculated that prior to 1660, the mean price of his paintings was 
f. 23:0. In inventories made after his death, this number falls to f. 5:94.57 In an inventory put 
together in 1685, alongside entries for single works by various well-known Haarlem painters, 
sits an entry for “forty pieces” by Pieter Claesz. Such evidence suggests that following his 
death his paintings were cheap and relatively widely available. By contrast, according the 
limited data available, Heda’s paintings maintained their high value long after this date, his 
highest value mention being in 1681.58 Consequently, looking at prices in all inventories, 
Heda’s works are considerably more valuable at an average of f. 19,74 compared to f. 10,09 
for Claesz. However, counting works valued before 1660, the respective average values are f. 
23:0 and f. 16:0 showing that, according to this very small sample size, Claesz was capable of 
achieving sums for his works at least on the same level as Heda.59 This conclusion must 
however be given too much weight; the pre-1660 figure for Heda is based on only three 
valuations, all made after 1650. A comparison of the two also shows that while Claesz’ 
                                                          
55 The cheapest is found in the 1669 inventory of Anna Wiers: GPI N-4824. Wiers apparently owned another 
Claesz valued at f.5:0. There are two f60:0 works, Jan Naerden ‘Een backet, van Pieter Claess, met een groote 
roemer’: GPI N-2296 11-12-1637 and Dirck Smuijser ‘Een groot stuck van Pieter Claesz’: GPI N-3713 In this same 
inventory three other Peiter Claesz works are mentioned, two valued f.30:0 and one at f.20:0, further 
demonstrating the range by which Claesz’ works were valued. 
56 For example Jan Naerden ‘Een backet, van Pieter Claess, met een groote roemer f.60:0’: GPI N-2296 11-12-
1637 and Catharina Thijs ‘Een Crabbebancket, Pieter Claesz f.42:0.’: GPI N-2242 15-21-4-1639.  
57 Boers 2001, p. 303 Table 9.9. 
58  Govaert van Der Raeck, ‘een stilleven van Heda f.50:0’ GPI N-289. 
59 I have calculated the values for Heda from the priced inventory entries mentioning Heda in the Getty 
Providence Index and in Bredius’ Künstler Inventare. For the values for Claesz I have used the those provided in 
Boers 2001, p. 303. Table 9.9. 
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produced a huge quantity of cheaper works, the majority of which appear in inventories after 
his death, Heda must have rarely, if ever, opted to produce cheaper pieces and his paintings 
are consequently rarely valued below f.10:0 and never below f. 5:0.  
  During the seventeenth century, lotteries were a relatively popular method of selling 
art. Buying tickets at a set price, participants would be guaranteed one item from a selection 
of paintings, some very valuable, some cheap. To advertise these events, lists were produced 
of the lots available with corresponding valuations of each object. Lottery valuations are 
particularly informative because the valuations are made particularly for the sale, meaning 
that they likely give a better indication than inventory entries, of the retail price of new 
paintings. In 1634 and 1636 Willem Heda appears three times in Haarlem Lottery lists 
described in the Haarlem guild of St. Lucas archives.60 His paintings are priced at f. 68:0, f. 
66:0, and f. 50:0. Neither Pieter Claesz nor van Schooten appear in either but Claesz does 
appear in the c. 1650Leiden lottery hosted by Jan Pietersz. Van Bosch with two works valued 
f. 30:0 and f. 32:0.61 A work by Franchoys Elout is also mentioned at f.25:0 and three 
anonymous pieces “with fish”, that can be assumed to be some kind of still life, are valued at 
f. 7:0 each. Claesz appears again in the 1650 lottery held in Valkenburg near Leiden. 
Although he is at the bottom of the list of named artists, the exceptionally high standard of 
this lottery, which advertises works valued up to f. 1000 and mentions but does not name a 
number of other artists, indicates that any appearance of his name represented a high 
estimation of his reputation.62 This data roughly corresponds with the general trends 
represented in the inventory data. Both Claesz and Heda are positioned at the middle to higher 
end of the lottery market. It is possibly significant that Claesz is not mentioned in either 
Lottery hosted in Haarlem. Both Haarlem lotteries feature a selection of artists all active 
within the guild and mentioned frequently in the Archive documents of the Haarlem guild of 
St Lucas. Although he was clearly part of a network of still life painters in Haarlem, his 
absence from these lotteries, at a time when he was working at his most prolific rate, suggests 
that he was somewhat on the outside of the more officially organized circle of artists. The 
1650 Leiden lottery in which he is present is notable for its dominance by Haarlem painters. It 
demonstrates the benefits of working in a city with a recognized fame for housing renowned 
artists. 
                                                          
60 Miedema 1980, pp .157-157. A70, 4-4-1634 & p. 194. A87 1636. 
61 Fock 1990, p.32. 
62 Ibidem, p. 30. ARA, 3de department, Arch. Staten van Holland 1572-1795, inv. Nr. 3410, ingekomen stukken 
van Gecommitteerde Raden. 
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  Of the three artists compared, Floris van Schooten valuations are the lowest at an 
average price, at f.6,28, slightly above the average price for anonymous still life paintings of  
f. 5,45.63 This fits well with the current analysis of the artist as a mere follower. However, the 
fact that van Schooten appears so frequently in contemporary Haarlem inventories, tells us 
that he was nonetheless a popular artist among the public, although his fame did not stretch as 
widely as Claesz or Heda. Nonetheless, the maximum price of estimations for his works is 
low. While Heda and Claesz could produce exceptionally valuable pieces, Schooten’s produce 
stayed within a much narrower price range. This fits well with the fact that he was ignored by 
contemporary biographers. However, the contemporary value of his brand as an artist is 
vindicated by his consistent presence in inventories in Haarlem and beyond.   
 
                                                          
63 Boers 2001, p.307. Table 9.11. 
 
 
Fig 5. Pieter Claesz, Still life with smoking items and Herring, 1624 
 
Fig 6. Floris van Schooten, Still life with Herring and Oysters, 1625-1630 
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Fig 7. Willem Claesz Heda, Still Life with Watch, 1630 
 
  A few conclusions can be made having compared Claesz, Heda and van Schooten’s 
presence and valuation in contemporary sources. Both Heda and Claesz were able to produce 
works that could fetch exceptional prices and all three had paintings that were purchased by 
the wealthiest and most prestigious art collectors in the city. Pieter Claesz’ popularity is 
vindicated by the sheer volume at which he appears in contemporary inventories. 
Furthermore, the high prices his paintings could occasionally by valued at, shows that he 
could produce works that competed with Heda’s as leading examples of the specialization. 
However, the loss of critical acclaim he seems to have experienced through the decades 
evidently damaged his reputation in the long term. While Heda’s prices stayed high after 
1660, Claesz works dramatically fell in price. The culmination of his critical downfall is 
expressed in Houbraken’s description of Claesz in 1710 as “a common painter” whose son, 
Nicolaes Berchem, succeeded in spite of his father.64 The increasing critical derision of Pieter 
Claesz was no doubt helped by the fact that he had to rely on a steady production of countless 
                                                          
64 Houbraken, pp. 110-111. 
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cheaper works, something that William Heda, whose financial security allowed him to stick to 
producing only the more finely executed pieces, didn’t have to. 
 
Fig 8.  
Willem Claesz 
Heda, Still life 
with Watch 
and Lemon, 
1630 
 
  While Claesz sold more paintings than his rivals, he nonetheless was destitute by the 
end of his life. Meanwhile, Heda, who produced a fraction of the number of paintings and van 
Schooten, whose most expensive known painting was a quarter of the price of Claesz’ most 
expensive paintings, both enjoyed financial security and owned significant estates. Still life 
painting was certainly not a simple path for social and financial climbers. This point is also 
made by Marion Boers in her dissertation on Haarlem’s painters in relation to the market. In 
this extensive work, Boers attempts to, in her own words, “provide a portrait of the painters of 
Haarlem and their lives”.65 The book is divided into broad chapters discussing the social 
background, contemporary reputation, profit, valuations and paintings in Haarlem inventories. 
Covering every known Haarlem painter during this period, a significant section is devoted to 
the still life painters I am concerned with in this essay. Assessing the fame of the still life 
painters, Boers compares their popularity according to written sources with their presence in 
contemporary inventories in and outside Haarlem. While making similar conclusions to 
                                                          
65 Boers 2001, p. 401. 
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myself regarding the relative reputation and financial success that each attained, Boers is 
cautious about ascribing reasons for this. Boers points out that Claesz’ was unable to build a 
fortune on the back of his success due to having inadequate starting capital. I would add to 
this that Claesz lack of starting capital also affected the nature of his oeuvre, which in turn 
hampered his reputation and the prices of his works by the later stages of his career.  
  Similarly financially secure to Heda, van Schooten must have also had relative 
freedom in his artistic choices. Starting his career in the shadow of the critically acclaimed 
Floris van Dijck, van Schooten began behind the leader. As his career developed he was able 
to frequently adopt different styles as new trends emerged while also continuing to produce 
works in older styles. However, despite lacking the “innovation” of his rivals, his significant 
presence in contemporary inventories shows that he was nonetheless recognized as an artist 
with a distinct brand and value that positioned him above the painters of the countless 
anonymous works that scattered contemporary inventories. This implies that reputation did 
not correspond with a race towards innovation, but relied on other factors such as painterly 
quality and perhaps one’s position in society. In  Schilders en de Markt, Boers’ points out that 
the gap in prices between van Schooten paintings and those by specialization leaders 
correlates with that between “market leaders and imitators” in landscape painting.66 While I 
agree that van Schooten was more successful among the public than his reputation today 
might suggest, I do not believe there is sufficient evidence to suggest that the lower 
contemporary valuation of his paintings is necessarily directly related to any contemporary 
perception of the artist as being merely an imitator. Instead other factors, such as the quality 
of his execution, should be considered first. 
  The comparison of these three artists’ reputation and market presence has shown that 
all three were able to carve successful careers through their distinct output. In the following 
section, what survives of this output will be examined to show how each artist positioned 
themselves in relation to each other and their potential customers. I will again ask how their 
different social positions and backgrounds affected the nature of their oeuvres, and finally, 
how the decisions made by each artist, identifiable in their works, relate to the attitudes of 
contemporary art buyers and connoisseurs towards painting and still lifes in particular. 
                                                          
66 Boers 2001, p. 410.  
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Fig 9. Pieter Claesz, Still Life with Tazza and Oysters, 1639 
 
Fig 10. Pieter Claesz, Still life with Silver Bowl, 1642 
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Chapter 4: Workshop practice and production 
  So far, I have established the different socio-economic position of each artist and 
reviewed their individual success critically and financially. I have argued that artists lacking a 
higher social status and financial security were faced with a limited range of artistic choices 
compared to more privileged artists. This helps explain differing contemporary critical 
reception between Willem Heda, Pieter Claesz and Floris van Schooten. In-between these two 
conclusions lie the differences in output and workshop practice between each artisan. The 
assertions made in this section are based on the collections of known paintings by each artist 
catalogued and reproduced by the RKD in The Hague. 
 
     4.1. Factors in Common 
  Reviewing even a small selection of paintings by this trio, one notices that the same 
motifs are repeated over and over again across their combined oeuvre. The ubiquity of 
particular motifs among the set table paintings produced in Haarlem indicates that all local 
producers in this specialization relied on a common stock of motifs from which a typical work 
could be constructed. Each new painting produced in the specialization was therefore a 
reconstruction of a familiar composition and a rearrangement of practiced motifs, in some 
cases including the addition of a new depiction alongside a selection from the common 
repertoire. As builders of compositions all three artists seemed to work according to the same 
method. While Floris van Schooten used a far broader range of compositional frameworks, his 
set tables around the time of Claesz and Heda follow a similar formula. This is demonstrated 
by the fact that he uses many of the same motifs. For example, every motif used in Still life 
with Herring and Oysters (c. 1625-1630) can be found among Pieter Claesz paintings of the 
same decade and many can be found in Heda’s works. In Claesz’ Still life with smoking items 
and herring (1624) at least five of the same models are clearly used. (figs 5 & 6) 
  The existence of a common pot of models to be used in the set table specialization has 
a number of implications for historians of the genre. Firstly, it shows that these artists must 
have been in a tight network which allowed for the quick adoption of motifs proven effective 
by a competitor. Presumably working with model books containing a stock of useful forms, 
competitive artists would have benefitted from keeping updated with the work of their leading 
rivals, in order to ensure their repertoire was competitively up to date. Secondly, it suggests 
an attitude of relative conservatism among this group of artists. Rather than risking working 
hours inventing new designs that would not necessarily prove popular among buyers, it was 
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apparently far safer to rely on depicting objects already familiar to the public.  
  The fact that Willem Heda also adhered to this rule shows that reduced production 
time and cost were not necessarily the primary reasons to rely on a limited set of motifs. The 
objects most frequently depicted must have corresponded with consumer demand. The desired 
effect of mimicry is helped if the viewer already has an image of the object in their mind with 
which to compare the reproduction. In other words, there was a functional motivation to stick 
to arrangements of objects that could be plausibly encountered in real life. Another motive for 
buyers to demand works depicting familiar objects is that each object common to the set table 
painter’s craft allowed them to demonstrate their ability to depict a particular type of surface. 
As though working alongside a checklist, still life painters could exhibit the full range of their 
virtuosity by including an element from each category of surface. Such an approach echoes 
van Mander’s message that painters ought to practice painting “how fish shine, how tin and 
copper each give their own reflection”. Assuming they had an attitude towards their work 
somewhere close to this, it is only natural that when a rival succeeded in an impressive 
introduction of a new motif, it was in the interest of their competitors to demonstrate that they 
were also capable of such a challenge.  
 
 
 
Fig 11. Willem Claesz Heda, Still Life 
with Roemer, 1629 
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  In two paintings both made by Heda in 1630, almost the exact same collection of 
objects is depicted. (figs 7&8) However, almost every item is placed at a slight different 
position while still serving the same compositional function. In these two works Heda 
improvises within the bounds of a pre-determined composition, using a limited selection of 
appropriate objects, each suitable for use only in certain compositional roles. Consequently, 
the main difference between the two paintings is found in how Heda chooses to depict each 
particular object, each adjustment subtly demanding something different. For example, by 
turning away from the light, the flesh of the lemon warms in colour and becomes more 
translucent in comparison to the matte white pith. As the glass cup is switched around a 
different aspect of Heda’s ability to depict its transparency is challenged as both the table and 
the rear wall show through. This example shows how a broad capacity to depict different 
surfaces could be presented via a limited range of depictions. Furthermore, it supports the idea 
that, for an artist such as Heda, the ability to accurately depict the minute details of was the 
primary aspect of the craft.  
  The repetition ubiquitous in Haarlem’s set table paintings is not a sign that the painters 
were lacking in ideas. Instead it is a symptom of fierce artistic competition and close 
interaction between artists. Acknowledging such an environment, art historians should be 
cautious when suggesting that one painter followed another or attaching value to this. Rather 
than asking who depicted what first, contemporary buyers were more likely to ask, who 
depicted what best. Secondly it supports the argument, voiced by Philips Angel and put 
forward recently by Celeste Brusati, that the primary goal of still life painters was to 
demonstrate their ability to truthfully depict reality. In pursuit of this goal, Claesz, Heda and 
van Schooten were united on common ground. Claesz’ repeated use of the same motifs did 
not fundamentally distinguish his output from his rivals. What factors did? 
 
    4.2. Differences 
A straightforward factor that separates Pieter Claesz’ oeuvre apart is its sheer size. He clearly 
produced far more paintings than either Willem Heda or Floris van Schooten. Among this 
great volume, there is great variation in size and quality. Claesz’ works ranged in size from 
works such as the 1627 still life with turkey pie measuring 77.5x129 cm to tiny pieces such as 
this 1630 still life with fallen silver cup sized only 22.3x36.2cm. This variety in size is 
matched by variety in both the fineness of his painting and the number of elements included.  
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Put in simpler terms, Claesz produced at a great variety in cost. In the earlier part of his career 
he produced a higher proportion of expensive paintings than later on in his career but the great 
variety in his output remained throughout his working life. For example, note the difference in 
size and quality of paintwork between these two works from in 1639 and 1642. (figs 9&10)  
  Distinguishing him from Claesz, and echoing the consistently high value of 
estimations of his paintings, the standard of Willem Heda’s finished pieces never drops below 
a certain standard and are generally larger than Claesz’ works. Only around the end of 1620s 
and early 1630s does Heda try his hand at smaller and more simple compositions, such as this 
still life with roemer produced in 1629. (fig 11) Unlike the majority of Claesz pieces 
containing a similarly sparse number of elements, it is painted with a fineness consistent with 
his most elaborate creations. Examples such as this exceptional piece show that Heda was 
willing to experiment with different compositions and styles as new ideas became popular 
among his network. He did so without sacrificing his high standard of brushwork despite the 
fact that doing so would have allowed him to finish paintings much faster, a fact demonstrated 
by the huge number Pieter Claesz was able to put out.  
  Such differences support the argument central to this essay that Pieter Claesz had to 
deal with a different set of considerations than his rivals when painting. Both Heda and Claesz 
generally followed the same trends within their specialization. While Heda seems to have 
done so with an indifference to the varying production costs associated with each trend, 
Claesz seems to have actively exploited different popular styles to increase his rate of 
production and manufacture paintings at a wide range of prices, catering to a larger group of 
potential buyers.  
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Fig 12. Floris van Schooten, Still Life with Silver cup and Fruit  
 
Fig 13. Pieter Claesz, 
Still Life with Silver 
cup and tall wine 
glass, 1653 
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 4.3. Evaluating Floris van Schooten 
  Van Schooten took his hand to a far broader range of subjects and specializations than 
his rivals, his works in the style of Heda and Claesz were only one of his many types 
alongside set tables similar to Floris van Dijck’s works, Kitchen paintings with figures, fruit 
arrangements, game pieces among numerous other subjects. This versatility and the flexibility 
with which he borrowed from changing trends had led to his current reputation as a mere 
follower of more talented artists such as Floris van Dijck or Pieter Claesz. As Marion Boers 
has argued, this point of view is somewhat supported by the relatively low estimations of his 
paintings in inventories and the absence of his name in any contemporary literature.  
  Van Schooten’s reputation as a follower has recently been stated alongside the 
argument that he used his versatility to capitalize on trends quickly as they came along. As M. 
Goverde put it in Slow Food “He evidently responded to vagaries of the market, gearing his 
output to the wishes of his clientele.” The problem with this argument is that it presents van 
Schooten as having the same starting position to Pieter Claesz, but used a different method to 
gain his share of the market. It does not acknowledge the vast difference in financial security 
and privilege between the two. An alternative explanation is that van Schooten’s financial 
freedom gave him the confidence to experiment with a broader variety of arrangements.  The 
classification of van Schooten as a follower is also problematized by the general extent to 
 
Fig 14. Willem Claesz Heda, Still life with large metal jug, 1656 
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which ideas and motifs must have circulated throughout specializations in the small industry 
of painting. Much of the variety in van Schooten’s oeuvre can be explained by the fact that his 
career spanned a broad period in which numerous trends in the specialization occurred, not 
necessarily because he was especially more tuned towards imitation than other specialists. As 
such, his relative lack of fame should not be ascribed to a contemporary reputation as an 
imitator, but perhaps instead, to more directly discernable factors in which he was inferior to 
his rivals.  
 
   
  In particular, let’s examine his ability to depict the surface of silverware. All three 
artists frequently depict the silver cup as seen in this simple composition by van Schooten. 
(fig 12) While van Schooten’s representation is fine and the details delicately applied, his 
ability to mimic the complex reflective surface seems very limited in comparison with the 
glittering façade produced by Claesz more confident attempt in this piece in St. Pietersburg. 
(fig 13) A similar comparison could be made with Heda’s depictions of the same object. (fig 
14) Considering the evidence that quality in still life painting was primarily about the ability 
to depict surfaces, it is surely this kind of difference in technical ability that could have 
distinguished good from great. This collaboration between Claesz and van Schooten further 
emphasizes differences in technical ability. (fig 15) While van Schooten’s smooth and even 
finish suits the depiction of the soft surfaces of fruit, Claesz has been chosen, no doubt in part 
due to his superior ability to convincingly reproduce the reflective surface of the glass 
Roemer.  
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 15 Floris van Schooten and Pieter Claesz, Still Life with Roemer and Fruit 
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     4.4. Claesz apart 
  An important factor which distinguishes van Schooten oeuvre from Claesz’ is the 
absence of much cheaper rapidly produced pieces. In this respect Claesz differs from van 
Schooten in a similar manner to Heda. Methods for manufacturing quickly and cheaply can be 
identified among Claesz’ paintings and not among those of his rivals. Comparing again fig 9 
and 10 it is recognizable, in the roemer (wine glass) in particular, that Claesz used different 
paint for works of different quality. As a result, the smaller example has deteriorated far more 
from the effects of time than the more finely finished work, suggesting the use of cheaper 
paint. The frequency at which brown roemers appear in his cheaper pieces is such that it can 
be used as a distinguishing factor between his works at different levels of quality. Claesz’ 
higher end panels have other factors in common. Although not a hard rule, Claesz’ larger and 
more finely painted works tend to include more silver and gold pieces which much of his 
cheaper output is centered around a single dish. Compare for example these crudely painted 
examples (figs 16&17), both centered around a simple food, with this far more finely painted 
work focusing on an exquisite silver cup (fig 20). By comparison, not a single Willem Heda 
work currently owned by a public museum is lacking any silverwork. Trends such as these 
show that Claesz purposefully adjusted his methods according to which level of quality a 
broad painting was intended, for example saving his most impressive motifs, such as fine 
silverwork, for his more expensive paintings.  
  By operating on such a wide range of quality, Claesz would have found himself 
rivalled with not only the likes of Willem Heda but also with the numerous lesser artists who 
produced the numerous cheap pieces mentioned anonymously in inventories.  As such, it is 
not surprising that so many of his paintings were valued in contemporary inventories at 
around the same price as un attributed pieces. 
  The identification of the numerous cheaply produced works by Claesz are easily 
identifiable by the fact that he often signed these works. In her recent essay on the landscape 
specialist Pieter de Molijn, an artist who also varied his production to cater to customers of  
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Fig 17. Pieter Claesz, Still Life with diced fish, 1636 
 
Fig 16. Pieter Claesz, Still Life with Fish and Bread, 1642 
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Fig 18. Pieter Claesz, Still Life with Crab, 1652 
 
 
Fig 19. Pieter Claesz, Still Life with Turkey Pie, 1627 
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different demographics, Marion Boers points out that he only signed his costlier products, 
leaving his more painterly pieces anonymous. Considering this, it is possible that Pieter 
Claesz also left a number of his cheaper paintings unsigned. If he did not, it could be argued 
that this might have been a commercial mistake. As Boers remarks, Molijn was praised in 
contemporary literary sources not for his cheaper range but for the richer and more finely 
painted works.  
  Previous sections of this essay show that Pieter Claesz’ name became less popular 
critically and the value of his works decreased later in his career.  Having undergone massive 
expansion, especially during the 1620s and 30s the number of painters active in Haarlem 
plateaued during the mid-1640s having reached a peak of at least 105 in 1646.67 By this point 
the Haarlem market had been saturated by the vast number of active artists and the paintings 
they had yet sold. It therefore seems likely that this period coincided with a diminishing of 
demand that made it more difficult to sell new stock. This state of affairs must have been 
exaggerated for the producers of cheaper paintings whose market was also infringed upon by 
the easy availability of very cheap second hand works sold by uytdraegsters, lower-class 
dealers who made an income by buying and selling cheaper items from estate auctions.68 The 
dip in demand, particularly at the lower end of the market is supported by the massive 
decrease in value of Claesz’ paintings following his death, an event which must surely have 
released a great number of unsold,  low quality panels into the public sphere. This change in 
the market must have therefore made it especially advantageous to be positioned as a 
respected producer of higher end and finely painted works.  
  Claesz’ surviving dated works show that from at least the mid-1640s he tried to 
address this situation. Particularly during the 1650s, his paintings are often larger and include 
a denser selection of elements. (fig 18) Despite the increased scale of such pieces, by this 
stage his brushstroke had loosened than in comparable early pieces such as the 1627 
Rijksmuseum set table. (fig 18) By comparison, Heda’s consistency is unaffected during this 
period while also producing some of his largest and most elaborate pieces such as this very 
large panel now in Houston (fig 14). Comparison with the career development of van 
Schooten is difficult because the artist did not date his works. It is notable however that none 
of his works follow trends popularized during the 40s and 50s and adopted by Heda and 
Claesz in particular. Echoing previous statements I have made about the artist, it is unlikely 
his financial position required him to adjust his output. Perhaps this decision was also 
                                                          
67 Ecartico database 
68 Montias 1982, pp. 204-206. 
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motivated by the fact that he was already in his 60s by the 1640s and was occupied in 
administrative roles in the guild at the time.  
  A flexible entrepreneur, Pieter Claesz manufactured cheap paintings commercially to 
make the most out of a broad open market while concurrently producing much more time 
consuming, finely finished still lifes that showcased his considerable technical skills to richer, 
more discerning customers. Not needing the secure income, the painters with which Claesz 
shared his specialization had no need to produce at a compromised standard for the lower end 
of the market and could therefore focus on working to their full capacity. 
 
Fig 20. Pieter Claesz, Still life with silver tazza and sliced bread, 1637 
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Conclusion 
  Willem Claesz Heda and Pieter Claesz have been hailed in recent art historical 
literature as the genius inventors of the monochrome set table in Haarlem. An emphasis on 
what these painters brought to the development of Netherlandish painting during the golden 
age has led to analyses which fight to assert the innovative nature of their paintings, Pieter 
Claesz in Particular, while artists such as Floris van Schooten are demoted and branded with 
the status of “follower”. Over-reliant on this limited framework, which measures value in 
influence, writing on Haarlem still life painting has become stale and unimaginative; a 
development demonstrated by the recent catalogue for the Slow Food exhibition in the 
Mauritshuis. By using a perspective and method inspired by Eric Jan Sluijter’s analysis of 
history painting in Amsterdam, I have shown that there is a lot more to say about still life 
production in Haarlem than recent research has suggested.  
  The understanding of painting demonstrated in contemporary literature such as van 
Mander’s Grondt and later Phillips Angel’s Lof der Schilderkonst shows how, for 
contemporary art lovers, the ability to convincingly mimic the appearance of real objects and 
surfaces was the primary measure of quality of still life paintings. Thus, when still life 
specialists copied motifs from rivals, as they frequently did, this did not necessarily 
demonstrate that they were a lesser artist, but rather that they were interested in showing their 
own ability to match the technical skill of their rival, among other factors. Considering this, 
alongside the amount of repetition found between this group of painters, it can be concluded 
that any search to determine the inventor of each particular motif, or compositional device, is 
not only very difficult, but also largely uninformative of the contemporary hierarchy between 
artists. The fact that Floris van Schooten tried his hand in such a variety of trends should 
therefore not imply that he was considered a lesser artist who “followed” the leaders. 
Nonetheless, other factors can be identified that set him apart from more talented painters. For 
example, his technical prowess in depicting reflective metals is recognizably inferior to Heda 
and Claesz’ best efforts.  
  The futility of the leader/follower model of analysis also suggests that the method of 
categorization used by Sluijter which divides artists into trendsetters and emulators is not 
ideal for at least the subject of this essay. Explaining the transmission of motifs as being from 
trendsetters to followers, lesser or greater, does not do justice to the close proximity between 
one another that these artists worked. Bearing in mind their close community, enhanced by 
their common confession as Catholics, the sharing of methods and motifs would have been 
inevitable. As such, a comparison between their oeuvres demonstrates the constant 
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overlapping of formal characteristics among all three painters. In such a close community, 
where quality of execution was of primary value, the answers to questions of who originated 
particular motifs or styles was ambiguous and irrelevant. The search for such answers 
becomes even more futile when basing them on the fractional proportion of paintings known 
today.  
  Therefore, rather than ask who influenced who to determine a hierarchy of reputation I 
have instead looked at the record of these artists in contemporary literature, inventories and 
lotteries. The data available has shown both Pieter Claesz and Heda to have been a rank above 
van Schooten in terms of critical appreciation. By the later stages of their careers however, it 
is evident that Heda had superseded Claesz in this regard. Works by both painters fetched 
high prices late into their careers. However, while Heda paintings seem to be consistently 
highly appraised, Claesz paintings seemed to be available at a wide range of prices. Never 
appearing in contemporary literature van Schooten nonetheless appears frequently in 
contemporary inventories. Although the highest valuation of his paintings is far lower than 
either rival, his works fluctuate in value far less than Claesz. Therefore, both Heda and van 
Schooten can be distinguished from Claesz by both producing at a relatively unvarying 
standard.  
  Another way in which they differed from the talented Flemish immigrant was the 
social and financial advantages they benefited from. Since Michael Montias’ transformative 
approach, art historians have worked hard to include economic factors into their analysis. 
Prior to any such analysis, the economic background of each artist should be considered. 
Coming from positions of varying security, each artist was individually affected by the forces 
of economic necessity and each had different sets of goals and means to achieve them. The 
ways in which Claesz’ career and oeuvre set him apart is an excellent demonstration of the 
importance of financial security in particular, showing how it could directly affect an artist’s 
mode of production. Claesz, lacking the freedom afforded his competitors, was forced to 
adopt innovative modes of production in which he compromised the standard of his painting 
in order to make customer out of a broader section of the public. The huge variation in the 
quality and prices of his work is therefore a consequence of the fact that he was working 
under economic conditions Heda and van Schooten did not have to concern themselves with. 
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